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Abstract
This is a practical report on a reading program introduced to a large size college EFL reading 
class. The program is a modifi ed version of an integrated reading program designed and implemented 
by the author in 2014. Both programs are basically similar in that they use intensive and extensive 
reading components but different in that the 2014 version used both intensive and extensive reading as 
in-class activities whereas the 2015 version used intensive reading as an in-class activity and extensive 
reading as an out-of-class activity. After the 2015 academic year, the two programs were compared to 
investigate which is more effective to induce students’ reading outside of class on a voluntary basis. 
The results of the data analysis revealed that the 2015 version was more efficient in encouraging 
students to read outside of class. This led to secondary positive results such as improvements in 
English proficiency and in motivation toward reading. This study also investigated the minimum 
amount of reading for enhancing communicative competence. The results indicated that 100,000 
words can be an effective threshold number of words for a year-long extensive reading program.
1. Introduction
How can we teachers get students in a large class to read a lot? And, when we say “a lot”, what 
does it mean? More specifi cally, how much reading should teachers require students in a large class 
to read in a year? Since I fi rst implemented extensive reading in a large college EFL reading class 
in 2009, I have been trying to fi nd answers to these questions. The prerequisite of extensive reading 
literally means to read extensively. In other words, this reading method works in the formal education 
only if teachers can get students to read large quantities of materials. Even if students do start reading 
voluntarily, teachers need to show them a certain goal (the number of words) to aim at to keep their 
momentum going till the end of a semester. 
To answer these questions, I modifi ed the previous year’s (2014) reading program and tried it 
out with a new group of students in the same course in 2015. This paper reports a summary of this 
attempt. The paper fi rst describes briefl y the process of the changes in the reading programs in the past 
years and introduces the 2015 version in detail.  The paper then discusses its effectiveness based on 
the results of comparative data analyses of the 2014 and 2015 programs.
2. Background
The reading courses reported in this paper are English Reading I (ERI) and English Reading II 
(ERII) that are offered to freshmen English majors at a private university in Japan. They are elective 
courses but students are strongly recommended to take them as bridge courses to become competent 
to read unrevised textbooks in later years. Since almost all the freshmen register for these courses, the 
class size is quite large with a maximum of 55 students. 
I introduced extensive reading for the fi rst time to ERII in the second semester of 2009 as a pilot 
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project to meet various levels of profi ciency and motivation of a number of students, and I started 
using the combination of intensive and extensive reading components in 2011 as suggested by Nuttall 
(1996). The rationale for using both components was that the assessment of the previous year’s 
program revealed that using extensive reading exclusively might be good in a short span but could be 
detrimental for the whole class in general in a longer span, even though it did give positive effects on 
some students over two semesters (see Tsuha, 2012, 2013 for details).
Since 2011, I have kept modifying the proportion of time allocated for intensive reading and 
extensive reading based on the results of a post-test conducted at the end of each year and the number 
of words students read outside of class. Each year’s test data analysis revealed that this integrated 
approach was partially effective for improving the levels of motivation and overall communicative 
competence for some students but not signifi cantly so for enhancing those of the whole class (Tsuha, 
2015). This led me to consider one potential variable that had not been investigated thoroughly during 
these years, and that was, the amount of reading outside of class. 
In fact, class observations and the results of the questionnaires administered in the past years 
suggested that the in-class extensive reading did not encourage students to read outside of class. 
Rather, there was a tendency among students that the amount of reading outside decreased as the 
course proceeded but increased at the end of each semester. That is partly because out-of-class reading 
had been done on a voluntary basis and partly because the time for reading was guaranteed in the 
class. Even though students were strongly recommended to read at least 100,000 words (40,000 in the 
fi rst semester and 60,000 in the second semester) in and out of class, they might not have felt obliged 
to read constantly but instead might have read rigorously at the last minute to clear the requirement. 
Furthermore, reading several pages twice a week in class might have made them feel as if they had 
read constantly.
The 2014 version had been revised, therefore, based on these reflections before the 2015 
academic year started, with the hope of enhancing the amount of students’ reading outside of class, 
and thereby improving the students’ English profi ciency.
3. The 2015 Reading Program
As shown in Table 1, the reading programs of 2014 and 2015 are basically the same in that both 
of them are based on integrated approaches of intensive and extensive reading, and 100,000 words are 
assigned as the minimum total number of words to be read in extensive reading (40,000 words for the 
fi rst semester, 60,000 words for the second semester). In addition, in both programs, a vocabulary quiz 
is given every four lessons as part of intensive reading. The only difference between the two is that the 
2015 program allocated no time for extensive reading in class, but designated it completely as an out-
of-class activity. 
The rationale for setting up the minimum number of words for extensive reading at 100,000 
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words over two semesters is rather arbitrary and tentative. Given that the threshold number of words 
for a year-long extensive reading instruction in a large class had yet to be established by empirical 
evidence, I relied on related literature (e.g., Day and Bamford, 1998, Krashen, 1989, Pilgrin, 2000) 
and my own intuition based on practical experiences in the past years. Sakai (2002) asserts that 
1,000,000 words should be the threshold number of words for one to be able to read unrevised 
paperbacks. Mason and Krashen (1997), on the other hand, reported the effectiveness of extensive 
reading after having students read 2000 pages (approximately 500,000 words) over two semesters. 
These numbers seem very plausible on the basis of the input hypothesis (Krashen, 1982), but 
unfeasible for the students in this study to accomplish within two semesters.
Based on her various research studies in diverse pedagogical contexts, Takase (2010) predicts 
that students need to read at least 100,000 words in order to achieve positive effects. This number is 
compatible with the results of the reexamination of the accumulative data (2013 - 2014). The results 
of the analysis revealed that those who had read 100,000 or more words were more likely to get 
better scores on the post-test than on the pre-test while those who had read less than 100,000 words 
were more likely to get the opposite results. Although Pearson’s chi squared analysis indicated no 
signifi cant difference (X2= .626, ns.) between the two groups (the achievers of 100,000 words and the 
non-achievers) in terms of the improvement in the mean total scores of the pre-test and the post-test, it 
did indicate a signifi cant difference in the increase rates in the written sections of the two groups (X2= 
4.318, *p<.05).
In both the 2014 and 2015 programs, no book reports nor tests for extensive reading were 
assigned. The students were, instead, required to fi ll in two recording forms, one in the class and one 
out of the class. In 2014, when time was allocated for extensive reading in class, the students were 
fi rst asked to read their favorite books for about 15 minutes and exchange the information about the 
books they just read with their partners orally. After that, they were to fi ll in an in-class reading form 
(called Extensive Reading Record), by describing (the scenes in) the books they read as well as the 
books their partners read. 
This procedure was the same in 2015 except that it was done only once a week (on Thursday), 
and that students were to exchange information about the books they read, not in the class but outside 
of the class. Extensive Reading Record was, therefore, changed to Weekly-Extensive Reading 
Record. If anyone did not read at all for a week, he/she ended up attending a Thursday class with no 
information to give out to his/her partner at all. Thus, by having students exchange information about 
the books they read orally and in written form, it was hoped that they would feel obliged to read 
outside of the class to get these tasks done in class. 
As for the out-of-class recording form (called Out-of-Class Extensive Reading Log), the 
procedure of 2015 was exactly the same as that of 2014. Whenever they read out of class, they were 
to write the date, the book title, the book level, the number of pages, and a brief refl ection on their 
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reading. By keeping this record, they can track down the number of books they read and calculate the 
total number of words they read at the end of each semester.
Table 1. Contents of Programs in 2014 and 2015
Year Course In-Class Out-of-Class
2014 ERI IR (60 min.), Vocabulary quiz (×5), ER (30 min.) ER (40,000)
ERII IR (60 min.), Vocabulary quiz (×5), ER (30 min.) ER (60,000)
2015 ERI Tues.: IR (90 min), Vocabulary quizzes ER (40,000)
Thur.: IR (90 min), Vocabulary quizzes, ERR (20 min.)
ERII Tues.: IR (90 min), Vocabulary quizzes ER (60,000)
Thur.: IR (70 min), Vocabulary quizzes, ERR (20 min.)
Note: IR=Intensive Reading, ER=Extensive Reading, ERR=Extensive Reading Report
Intensive reading in 2015, on the other hand, was also almost the same as that of 2014 in terms 
of reading materials and procedures. However, in 2015, longer passages (400 to 500 words) and 
shorter passages (150 to 300 words) were used on Tuesday and on Thursday, respectively, due to the 
difference in time availability for intensive reading, as shown in Table 1. 
The materials used for extensive reading were basically Oxford Book Worms series from Starter 
to Level 6, which were to be checked out from the library. The students were also welcome to read 
any other books as long as they were comprehensible. For the calculation of words, the basic word 
count list as shown in Table 2 was used.
Table 2. Word Count for Each Level
Starter Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Level 6 Original
1,000 5,000 6,500 10,000 15,000 20,000 30,000 50,000
Further information about English Reading I and II in 2015 are shown below.
(1) English Reading I (4 credit hours)
①　Students: 47 freshmen English majors
②　Instructional period: April 7, 2015 - August 4, 2015 (31 classes, 2 classes per week) 
③　Contents: 
-Tuesday・・・Intensive reading (90 min.)
-Thursday・・ Intensive reading (70 min.), Extensive reading report (20 min.)
(2) English Reading II (4 credit hours)
①　Students: 48 freshmen English majors
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②　Instructional period: September 29, 2015 - January 28, 2016 (31 classes, 2 classes per week)
③　Contents: 
-Tuesday・・・Intensive reading (90 min.)
-Thursday・・ Intensive reading (70 min.), Extensive reading report (20 min.)
Notes
-students are to sit in assigned seats (arrangement changed monthly by lot)
-class is conducted in English
-in-class activities are done mostly in pairs
-handouts and worksheets used in class must be fi led in a portfolio
-the portfolio must be submitted at the end of semester
-worksheets with no answers will not be counted
-books for extensive reading can be checked out from the library
-the number of words are counted based on the number of words in books completed
-students are to read at least 40,000 words (1st semester) and 60,000 words (2nd semester)
4. Purpose of this Study
This study was conducted to fi nd answers to the research questions given below:
1) Can assigning extensive reading as an out-of-class activity help students read extensively and 
constantly?
2) Can assigning extensive reading as an out-of-class activity help students improve their English 
profi ciency?
3) Can assigning extensive reading as an out-of-class activity enhance students’ interest in reading?
4) Can 100,000 words be an effective threshold number of words for a-year-long extensive reading 
program within a college EFL context?
5. Method
(1) Procedure
In order to find the answers to the four research questions, the scores of the pre-tests and the 
post-tests in 2014 and 2015 were compared and analyzed using an SPSS statistics software after 
the treatment in which the participants read various reading materials in the class and their favorite 
books (in and out-of-class in 2014, and out-of-class in 2015) for two semesters. The results of the 
questionnaire were also analyzed qualitatively.
The pre-test used in this study was created as a placement test by a private company. It is 
comprised of five sections: vocabulary (30 questions), grammar (6 questions), composition (5 
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questions), reading (16 questions), and listening (20 questions). The breakdown of test points are: 900 
for the written section (vocabulary, grammar, composition, reading), 300 for listening, and 1200 for 
the total. As shown in Table 3, test takers are diagnosed, according to their scores, from A to G, which 
indicate the equivalent levels of STEP (The Society Test of English Profi ciency) grades. The post-test 
is a modifi ed version of the placement test (the pre-test) with different questions but with the same 
level of diffi culty and the same number of sections and questions. 
 
Table 3. Scales of Placement Test
Scores STEP Grades Diagnosis
1199 or higher 1 A
1100 to 1199 Pre1 B
800 to 1100 2 C
600 to 800 Pre2+ D
430 to 600 Pre2- E
180 to 430 3+ F
180 or lower 3- G
(2) Participants
Eighty freshmen English majors (37 students from 2014, and 43 students from 2015), who 
enrolled in English Reading I, II in 2014 and 2015, and took both the pre-test and the post-test, are the 
participants in this study. According to the results of the pre-tests, 59 students (25 in 2014, and 34 in 
2015) were judged as STEP 2nd grade profi ciency level or above.
Table 4 shows the mean scores of the pre-tests in 2014 and 2015 (842.3 and 856.0, respectively). 
A statistical analysis of the mean scores for the two groups revealed that there was no significant 
difference between the groups (t=-.876, ns.), indicating that the two groups were homogenous in terms 
of English profi ciency.
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Mean Scores of Pre-tests 
N Mean (%) SD
2014 37 842.3 (71.3) 79.1
2015 43 856.0 (72.4) 56.3
t=-.876, p=.384
6. Results and Discussion
In order to answer the fi rst question, the number of words read within two semesters in 2014 and 
2015 were compared. As shown in Table 5, the mean number of words read in 2015 is considerably 
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higher than that of 2014 with 114,081.4 in 2015 (highest 233,000, lowest 42,500) and 89,185.6 in 
2014 (highest 154,791, lowest 22,680). The number of students who achieved the required number 
(100,000) also increased dramatically from 15 (40.5%) in 2014 to 32 (74.4%) in 2015. A statistical 
analysis of these numbers indicated a signifi cant difference between the two groups (t=3.339, p=.001). 
Thus, judging from the results above, the answer to the fi rst research question appears to be yes. At 
least in this context, it can be said that, rather than allocating a certain time for extensive reading in 
class, assigning it exclusively as an out-of-class activity can induce more reading outside of class in a 
long-term program.
However, the effectiveness of this program is achieved only if students are responsible for their 
own reading out of class. In this study, ERR (Extensive Reading Report) on Thursday may have 
worked well to encourage the students to be responsible not only for their own reading but also for 
their partners’ reading records.
Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Words Read 
N Mean SD No. of Achievers (%)
2014 37 89185.6 28765.5 15 (40.5%)
2015 43 114,081.4 31970.2 32 (74.4%)
t=3.396, p=.001
Tables 6 through 9 show the mean scores of the pre-tests and the post-tests in 2014 and 2015. 
The differences in the mean total scores of the pre-tests and the post-tests in 2014 and 2015 (Table 6) 
are -30.5 and +38.4, respectively, which is statistically signifi cant at an alpha level of .01 (t=.3583, 
p=.001). The increase in the mean total scores of the pre-test and the post-test in 2015 itself is also 
statistically signifi cant according to a paired sample t-test (t=3.076, p=.004). Similarly, as shown in 
Table 7, the differences in the mean scores of the reading section on the pre-tests and the post-tests 
in 2014 and 2015 are -39.3 and +20.3, respectively, which is also statistically signifi cant (t=4.757, 
p=.000). The increase in the mean scores of the reading section on the pre-test and the post-test in 
2015 itself is also statistically signifi cant at an alpha level of .05, according to a paired sample t-test 
(t=2.079, p=.04). 
Although the similar tendency can be observed in the mean scores of the vocabulary section (Table 
8) – the increase rate of 2015 is higher than that of 2014 (+15.1 in 2015 and -8.7 in 2014), there is no 
signifi cant difference between the two groups (t=1.246, p=.217). However, the increase in the mean 
scores of the vocabulary section in 2015 (+15.1) itself is statistically signifi cant at an alpha level of 
.05 (t=2.534, p=.015), according to a paired sample t-test. 
Interestingly, as Table 9 shows, the increase rate in the mean score of the listening section on the 
post-test of 2014 is higher than that of 2015 (+11.6 in 2014 and +4.7 in 2015), although the difference 
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was not statistically signifi cant (t=1.430, p=.157). Nonetheless, the mean score of the post-test in this 
section in 2015 is still higher than that of 2014, and a slight increase can be observed in the mean 
scores of the listening section in 2015 (+4.7), despite that a paired t-test indicated no significant 
difference between the mean scores of this section (t=1.307, p=.198). Hence, it can be assumed that an 
integrated reading program of intensive and extensive reading in which English is used as the medium 
of instruction can improve listening skills of students with any profi ciency level.
It can be concluded, therefore, that the answer to the second research question is also yes. By 
assigning extensive reading solely as an out-of-class activity, the amount of reading outside of class 
increases, which, when combined with intensive reading in class, leads to improvement of overall 
English profi ciency.
Table 6. Descriptive Statistics of Mean Scores of Pre/Post Tests (Total) 
N Pre (SDV) Post (SDV) Difference
2014 37 842.3 (79.1) 811.8 (103.3) -30.5
2015 43 856.0 (56.3) 894.4 (102.4) +38.4
t=3.583, *p=.001, Paired sample t=3.076, *p=.004
Table 7. Descriptive Statistics of Mean Scores of Pre/Post Tests (Reading) 
N Pre (SDV) Post (SDV) Difference
2014 37 254.5 (49.1) 215.5 (57.6) -39.0
2015 43 254.1 (35.8) 274.4 (53.2) +20.3
t=4.757, *p=.000, Paired sample t=2.079, *p=.04
Table 8. Descriptive Statistics of Mean Scores of Pre/Post Tests (Vocabulary) 
N Pre (SDV) Post (SDV) Difference
2014 37 196.5 (32.6) 187.8 (29.2) -8.7
2015 43 182.3 (32.6) 197.4 (40.0) +15.1
t=1.246, p=.217, Paired sample t=2.534, *p=.015
Table 9. Descriptive Statistics of Mean Scores of Pre/Post Tests (Listening) 
N Pre (SDV) Post (SDV) Difference
2014 37 235.1 (25.5) 246.7 (34.5) +11.6
2015 43 252.8 (36.9) 257.4 (32.3) +4.7
t=1.430, p=.157, Paired sample t=1.307, p=.198
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The results of the questionnaires administered in the end of 2014 and 2015 indicate that both 
the 2014 and the 2015 programs had positive psychological effects on students’ reading outside of 
class. As shown in Table 10, the items related to the third research questions were used in this study 
for the analysis. Although Pearson’s chi squared analysis indicated no signifi cant difference between 
the two groups, the percentages of responding to items 1 through 3 with ④ or ⑤ are notably high in 
both groups, with slightly higher responses in 2015 than those in 2014. This trend corresponds to the 
differences in the mean test scores of the two groups. Item 4 is the only statement that has produced 
different results from the others – both responses in 2014 and 2015 are the lowest (64.9% and 53.3%, 
respectively) among the four responses.





1 I’m more interested in reading now than before. 83.8% 88.4% 1.133
2 I’m more confi dent in reading now than before. 78.4% 79.1% .282
3 I read more in English now than before. 73.0% 83.4% 1.602
4 I read more in Japanese now than before. 64.9% 53.5% 3.330
①strongly disagree　②disagree  ③I don’t know　④agree　⑤strongly agree     
To summarize these results, it can be said that an integrated approach of intensive reading and 
extensive reading (used as either in-class activities or in and out of class activities) is effective to 
increase students’ interest in reading in the target language, but not in the fi rst language. Thus, the 
answer to the third research question is not absolutely but partially yes in that the infl uence is limited 
to the target language. 
In order to fi nd the answer to the fourth research question, the eighty participants from 2014 and 
2015 were divided into two groups: the achievers (those who had read 100,000 words or more) and 
the underachievers (those who had read less than 100,000 words). Then the increase ratios in the mean 
scores of pre-tests and post-tests in each group were analyzed. As mentioned earlier, this procedure 
had been tried prior to the 2015 academic year, using the students in 2013 and 2014 (n=77). Despite 
that the proportion of the achievers and the underachiever was not well balanced (25 achievers and 52 
underachievers), the statistical analysis indicated a signifi cant difference in the increase rates in the 
written sections of the two groups (X2= 4.318, p=.038), although no signifi cant differences (X2= .626, 
ns.) between the two groups in terms of the improvement in the mean total scores of the pre- and post-
tests were found.
As shown in Table 11 and Table 12, this study, with a higher proportion of achievers (n=47), had 
similar results with the earlier examination. Table 11 shows the ratio of increase and decrease in total 
scores of the pre-test and the post test. Although the achievers have a better ratio of increase than the 
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underachievers, no statistical signifi cance was found between the two groups (X2= .626, p=.429). This 
is probably because, considering the good results in the listening section of the pretests and the post-
tests in 2014 and 2015, higher scores of this section in the underachieving group may have affected 
the results of the total scores. In fact, looking at the written section, the difference between the two 
groups is statistically significant at an alpha level of .05 (X2= 4.657, p=031). This means that, if 
students read 100,000 words or more within two semesters, they are more likely to do better on the 
post-test. In other words, 100,000 words can be the threshold number of words to realize improvement 
in overall English profi ciency through a year-long extensive reading program. Thus, the answer to the 
fourth research question is more likely to be yes, at least in this context.
Table 11. Increase and Decrease Ratio of Test Scores (Total)
n Increase Decrease
100,000 or more 47 27 20
Less than 100,000 33 16 17
X2= .626, p=.429
Table 12. Increase and Decrease Ratio of Test Scores (Written Section)
n Increase Decrease
100,000 or more 47 30 17
Less than 100,000 33 13 20
X2= 4.657, p=031
7. Conclusion
This paper presented the fi ndings of an integrated reading program from 2015, which assigned 
intensive reading as an in-class activity and extensive reading as an out-of-class activity. After 
comparative analyses with the 2014 program, another integrated program that assigned both intensive 
and extensive reading as in-class activities, it turned out that the 2015 program was more effective 
in facilitating the students’ reading out of class on a voluntary basis. Because of this advantage, it 
was more effi cient to improve the students’ English profi ciency. This advantage also better fostered 
positive ideas and attitudes toward reading in the target language. As for the threshold number of 
words to be read in one academic year, the results of this study supported 100,000 words as the 
possible number. 
However, because of the weaknesses of this study such as the way of evaluating the students’ 
English profi ciency – it was based only on the test results, and the reliability of the reported number 
of words read, the results can hardly be generalized in other pedagogical contexts at this stage. Rather, 
using these tentative results, more empirical studies should be conducted along with modifi cations 
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of the reading program – the 2015 program still needs to be modifi ed in the future based on further 
analyses. 
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